PESALTY "OMPLTATION HORKSHELT

Company Hame: Dymet Corporation

megulation Violated: MAC R299.9306(4) 40 CFR 265.16 and Subpart D contingency plan, training records

rssessments for each violation should be determined on separate worksheets and totalled.

Part 1 - Beriousness of Violation Penalty

1. Potential for Harm: minor
2. Ixtent of Deviation: moderate
3. Matrix Cell Range: - $500-1499
Penalty Amount Chosen: $1000
Justification for Penalty
Amount Chosen: midrange

4. Per-Day Assessment: $1000

Part 1] - Penalty Adjustments

Percentage Change Dollar Amount

1. food faith efforts to comply/lack

of good faith: -0- 0=
2. Degree of willfulness and/or

negligence: =K -0-
3. IHstory of Noncompliance: =fe =0~
4. Cther Unique Factors: ~l- -0- ﬁrjltq&> L
§. Justification for Adjustments: r‘f P : —f. /ﬁ/{(
€. Pdjusted Per-day Penalty (Line &, %’ jﬁ

Part [ ¢ Lines 1-4, Nart 11): $1000
7. Mumber of Days of Viclation: n/a
8. :1::':1;?{.:?;11? (Number of days X $IE]UD
©. Tconomic Benefit of Moncomplfance: n/a

Justification:
10: Total (Lines 8 + 9, Part 11): $1000
-50% -500 Respondent filed Chapter 11

11. rbility to Pay Adjustment:

h bankruptcy in 9/87.
Justification for Adjustment: . $500

12. Total Penalty Mmount
{sust mot exceed $25,000 per ‘ $500
day of vielation):

+ “~rcentage adjustments are applied to the dollar amount calculated on Line 4, Part I.



ACRA PENALTY COMPUTATION - JUSTIFICATION

REGULATION{S) VIOLATED: 40 CFR 265.16 and Subpart D MAC R299.9306(4)
’ contingency plan, record of training

POTENRTIAL FOR HARM CATEGORY: minor )

“Right-to-know training was conducted at the facility in spring, 1987. A
training plan has been developed but it is not known if training has been
conducted in accordance with the ptan. Employees, as a resuit of this
minimal training, should be familiar with the danger of workingwith hazardous
waste. ‘

EXTENT OF DEVIATION CATEGORY: moderate N

Respondent was cited for the same violations in a LOW that was a result of an
inspection conducted in 1983. Abrief outline of a contingency plan was submitted
in the summer, 1987. °~ However, Respondent has not submitted an adequate plan
despite extensive comments from MDNR, and several LOWs.

PEMALTY ASSESSED THIS VIOLATION: 4500

-



Company Name:
Mpguiation Violated:

fasessments for gach vielstion should be determined on separate worksheels and totelled.

1.

10:
11

12.

® “~reentage sdiustments are applied ¢o the doller emount celculated on Line 4, Mart I,

PLNALT

Dvmef Corvoration

TOMPLTATION HORSHEDT

MAC R299.9306(3) 40 CFR 262.34(a)

Part 1 - Beripusness of Yiglation Penalty

Potential for Harm:
Etent af:‘wiaﬂon:
Hatrix Coll Hange:
Penaity &mount Chc§en:
Justificetion for Penzlity
&mount Chosen:

Per-Day Assessment:

Part 11 - Penalty Adiustments

moderate

moderate

$5000-7999

$6500

midrange

food faith efforts to comply/lack
of good faith:

Degree of wilifulness and/or
pegligence:

{fistory of Moncompliance:
{ther Unfgue Factors:
Justification for Adjustments:

Pdjusted Per-day Penalty {Line 4,
Part 1 + Lines 1-4, Mart 11):

fiumber of Days of Vicolation:

Multi-day Pemalty {Mumber of days X
Lire 6, ™art I1):

Teonomic Bemefit of Honcompliamce:

Justification:

Totsl {Limes 8 « 9, Part 11):
FiTity to Pay Adjustment:

Justification for Adjustment:
Tetel Penalty Amount

{=ust mot exceed $25,.00D per
day of viplation):

$6500

Percentage Change Gollar Amount

-0-

-0-

$6500

n/a

$6500

n/a

$6500
3250

-509% -

$3250

$3250

storage of waste for greater than 90 days

Respondent filed Chapter 11
bankruptcy in 9/87




RCRA PENALTY COMPUTATION - JUSTIFICATIORN

REGULATION(S) VIOLATED: 40D CFR 262.34(a) MAC R299.9305(3) storage of waste for
. greater than 90 days

POTENTIAL FOR MARM CATEGORY: moderate : :

- A moderate potential for harm is posed to human bealth and the enyironment for

storage of hazardous waste for greater than 90 days because Respondent has not
provided adequate Tong term storage facilities for the material. Approximately

8 drums of cyanide waste have been held at the facility for greater than one year.
Respondent has not had money available for disposal costs, and/or has had

difficulty with the transporter with whom arrangements had been made to dispose of the
waste. The waste is extremely hazardous, although there is a small quantity of it.

EXTENT OF DEVIATION CATEGORY: moderate .

Respondent has received letters of warning from both MDNR and U.S. EPA which have
yielded no action. Nine months have passed since the inspection upon which this
order is based. At the time of the inspection, the drums had been stored for
greater than 90 days.

PEMALTY ASSESSED THIS VIOLATION

*$3250 5 _ |
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Regulation
Applicable at

ATTACHMENT 1

PENALTY SUMMARY

Correspond-
ing Federal

Time of Regulation** Nature of Requirement Penalty
Violation* [Date of Violation] Assessed
R299.9306(4) 265 Subpart D| Establish and distribute con- $500.00
tingency plan,
265.16 Provide and keep records of 4 e »
personal training-{Hnacluded ;E“idwﬂé*“ ano
[June 16, 1986, June 15, 1987]
R299,9306(3) 262.34(a) Storage of hazardous waste for $3250,00
greater than 90 days.
[June 16, 1986, June 15, 1987]
TOTAL: $3750,00

* Michigan Administrative Code 1985 AACS

**% 40 CFR

ELEASE
ziﬂiﬁﬁ_ﬁplééfyﬁf-

RIN # e
NITHALS B A—

ey
e



oy .

Fatin

13. On July 13, 1987, MDNR sent a letter to Respondent +ﬁ£enm1ngmh%m that

the contingency plan and emergency procedures were incomplete.

14, On August 5, 1987, U.S. EPA sent a LOW to Respondent requesting correc-

:;;tion of the the following violations of the Michigan Administrative Code

&

e :
1985 AACS, also identified in Finding 7, Paragraphs (d), (&), and (f):

a. Storage of hazardous waste for greater than 90 days without having
/ interim status or operatTng license and without adhering to the
requirements for a storage facility, in violation of MAC R299,9306(3)
(40 CFR 262.34(a)). |

b. Failure to establish and distribute a cont1n ency plan and emergency

procedures, in violation of MAC R299. 9306{#) {40 CFR 265 Subpart D).

O\
c. Failure to keep records of jeb—titles.and job descriptionsg and
failure to provide and keep records of personnel training, in viola-

tion of MAC R299. 9306 } 640 CFR 265.16).

15. On September 16, 1987, Respondent sent U.S. EPA an outline for a
a\ f,(;}\r-’—-f} ,\L\ l'\&.&& 'll» “'&"\' et n X \

hazardous waste tra1n1ng programg **
mAC 2299 1306 (1)A) (Hecre 2¢5iic |

COMPLIANCE ORDER

L afl'
Respondent having been initially determined to be in violation of the above

cited rules and regulations, the following Compliance Order pursuant to

Section 3008 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. §6928, is entered:
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Media Contact: Anne Rowan
(312) 886-7857

Enforcement Contact: Marian Barnes
(312} 885-7568

FOR TMMEDTATE RELEASE

HO.
1.5, EPA FILES ADMINISTRATIVE COMPLAINT AGAINST DYMET CORPORATION FOR HAZARDOUS

WASTE VIOLATIONS

The Unitad States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Region V
today announced the filing of a civil administrative action against Dymet

rorporation.

The Complaint against Dymet Corporation proposes a penalty THREE THOUSAND
SEFVEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY DOLLARS ($3,750.00} and charges that the facility
located at 1901 Peck Street, Muskegon, Michigan has violated Federal reguiations
contained in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) regarding the

management of hazardous waste.

Nymet Corporation has failed to meet particular requirements of the
Michigan Hazardous Waste Management Act (Act 64) relating to the generation
of hazardous waste, specifically, not having a contingency plan and storing

waste on site for greater than 90 days.

Dymet Corporation has the right to request that U.S, EPA hold a settle-
ment conference or a hearing to discuss the charges. The company must make

such a request by , 1987,

##i



